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Introduction: Involuntary admissions to psychiatric hospitals, regardless of their

beneficial effects, violate the patients’ autonomy. To keep such measures at a minimum

and develop less restricting and coercive alternatives, a better understanding of the

psychiatric emergency situations which end up in involuntary admissions is needed. This

descriptive and exploratory study investigates the consultations leading to involuntary

admission and the decision-making process of the referring physicians.

Methods: We developed an online questionnaire to collect data on the characteristics

of the consultation leading to an involuntary admission, including influencing factors

from the referring physicians‘ perspective, as well as their professional background. We

included 107 physicians who completed the questionnaire after they had referred patients

for involuntary admission to one major psychiatric hospital in Switzerland.

Results: The referring physicians were heterogeneous regarding their medical

background and experience with psychiatric emergency situations. The consultations

were time consuming and took place in various locations. Clinical findings, third-party

anamnesis and a known psychiatric diagnosis contributed strongest to the decision

to admit involuntarily. “Protection from danger to self” was named most frequently as

purpose of the admission.

Discussion: This study emphasizes the variety of psychiatric emergency situations

leading to involuntary admissions. In most cases, several parties are involved and

influence the decision together with medical and social factors. To reduce the number

of involuntary admissions, alternatives for patients with a high symptom load and at risk

of harming themselves are needed. Possible approaches to achieve that reduction and

recommendations for further research are provided.

Keywords: involuntary admission, psychiatric emergency situation, coercion, decision-making, referring physician

INTRODUCTION

Coercive measures such as involuntary admission (IA) to a psychiatric hospital are commonly
used in psychiatric emergency situations (PES) when treatment for a refusing patient seems
to be necessary, usually due to a potential danger to the patient or to others in combination
with an underlying psychiatric disorder (1, 2). Legal, ethical and medical factors are relevant in
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the implementation and regulation of such measures. Despite
these regulations, IAs violate the patients’ rights of freedom
and self-determination. Therefore, perceived coercion among
patients can be high (3, 4). Some may experience feelings of
humiliation and, compared to voluntarily admitted patients,
many are less satisfied with the received treatment (5–7).
Even retrospectively, a substantial percentage of involuntary
admitted patients do not consider their admission as justified (8–
10). Therefore, coercive measures have been under discussion
in psychiatry for centuries (11, 12). However, among mental
healthcare professionals it is widely accepted that IA can be
beneficial under certain circumstances (13, 14), and studies have
shown little to no differences regarding clinical outcome domains
and treatment adherence compared to voluntarily admitted
patients (4, 5, 15, 16).

The cross-national variations in this highly sensitive and
controversial area are remarkable, with rates of involuntary
admission differing enormously across the world (1, 2, 17,
18). Even among different regions within the same country
or state (and consequently comparable legal regulations),
rather impressive differences exist (19, 20). Considering this
background, it seems plausible that other factors than the
legal prerequisites—such as mental health service structure,
local traditions and policies—play an important role as well
(21–24). Therefore, an effort has been put into stimulating
and harmonizing research and legal prerequisites in different
European countries as well as worldwide in order to develop
common guidelines or standards of good practice—with the aim
of keeping coercive measures at a minimum (25).

In most countries, a physician is legally enabled to mandate
an IA of a patient (17, 26). As the gatekeeper to IA, the physician
has a crucial role in implementing legal regulations (27) and
weighing risks and benefits of involuntary care for the individual
patient (28, 29). Studies indicate that the referring physician’s
experience or competence with psychiatric emergency situations
may be associated with disallowance rate and time to discharge
(30–32). It has been shown that referring general practitioners
find it difficult to apply the legal criteria and assess the necessity
for involuntary care (33, 34). In an Australian study (35), patients
detained to an emergency department by decision of ambulance
officers had 3 times lower odds of a subsequent involuntary
admission to a mental health clinic compared to those detained
by physicians. Also, differences regarding the compliance rate
with legal requirements and the quality of the commitment
certificates among various groups of referring physicians have
been shown (36–38).

In Switzerland, a federal republic with 26 cantons (states),
IA is regulated both on a national and cantonal level. Criteria
for IA are defined in the Swiss Civil Code [Art. 426 (39)],
whereas different cantonal laws assign the responsible agents.
In the canton of Zurich, every physician can admit a patient
involuntarily, while in other cantons that decision is assigned
only to a selected group of physicians.

There is limited literature describing the course of the PES
and the decision-making process leading to IA from the referring
physicians’ perspectives. Some studies analyzed who initiated
the IA (40, 41). Others investigated reasons for the IA and

found that patient’s aggressiveness, risk of harm to self or
others, discontinuation/reinstatement of medical treatment and
various other reasons were named with different frequency
and importance depending on the setting of the PES and the
referring agent (40–43). However, little is known about factors
influencing the decision and the course of the processes, and,
to our knowledge, no study analyzed in detail the consultation
which led to the consequent IA.

This descriptive and exploratory study intended to investigate
the process which leads to IA in the canton of Zurich. We
aimed to (1) collect data on the referring physicians‘ professional
background, (2) describe the characteristics of the PES leading
to IA, and (3) shed light on the process of decision-making and
factors influencing it.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Sample
The University Hospital of Psychiatry Zurich (PUK) with its 320
beds constitutes one of the largest hospitals for adult psychiatry
within the region and in all of Switzerland. Its catchment area
of about 500,000 residents contains both urban and rather rural
regions. To investigate the above-mentioned aspects of IA, the
structure of the mental health care system in and around Zurich
provides a suitable setting because of its various groups of mental
health care providers with their diverse backgrounds.

We invited all physicians who had referred patients
involuntarily to the PUK within a period of 12 months
(October 2016–September 2017) to participate in this study.
Of the 1,242 records, 682 were repetitions—the same physician
referred multiple patients during the period. As shown in
Figure 1, 196 records could not be used for other reasons,
namely because of missing or unclear contact information, job
changes (physicians were not tracked down if they no longer
worked at the institution from where the patient was referred),
exclusion due to admissions from another canton of Switzerland,
or in some cases because the physicians refused to participate.
The remaining 364 physicians were contacted by email and
invited to answer the questionnaire. Of 109 participants who
followed the invitation and completed the questionnaire, two
participants had to be excluded due to missing values >50%.
Thus, analyses were conducted with 107 (29%) participants.

Questionnaire
For this study, a structured online questionnaire was developed.
The first part of the questionnaire consisted of questions about
the physicians’ professional background and their experience
with PES. In the second part of the questionnaire, we asked
physicians some questions on their last PES that led to an IA.
This part assessed characteristics of that PES as well as the
corresponding decision-making process. The questionnaire was
reviewed and discussed by physicians experienced in PES and the
referral via IA.

Subgroups
To compare statements on questions about consultations with
colleagues and the use of risk assessment tools we built three
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FIGURE 1 | Selection of referring physicians.

subgroups of participants by level of training and medical
specialty: (1) Psychiatrist (including child and adolescent
psychiatry), (2) Senior doctors who have completed their training
with a degree in any other medical specialty, and (3) Residents of
any other specialty who have not yet completed their training.
The group of referring psychiatrists contained only 5 residents
whereof only 1 had <6 years of working experience. Therefore,
we decided not to split up that group in seniors and residents for
analysis.

Statistical Analysis
We performed statistical analysis using IBM SPSS Statistics 25
(IBM Corp. Released 2017. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows,
Version 25.0. Armonk, NY: IBM Corp.) and chose a significance
level of 0.05. Along with descriptive statistics, we used cross-
tables and Chi-Square tests. For Chi-square tests, we reported
Fisher’s exact test when cell counts <5 were expected. We
reported standardized residuals in cross-tables for variables with
more than 2 categories.

Ethics
This study is not subject to the Swiss Human Research
Act (Humanforschungsgesetz); therefore, approval from the
Cantonal Committee for Ethics was not required. We identified
the contacted physicians without collecting any information
that would allow conclusions on patients. Furthermore, all data
resulting from the online questionnaire have been collected
completely anonymously and do not allow to identify neither
patient nor referring physician.

RESULTS

Participants
Table 1 shows the participants’ socio-demographic data as well as
data on their professional background and their experiences with

PES within the last 12 months. The participants had a mean age
of 46.2 years and a mean professional experience of 17.5 years.
Nearly half of the participants were psychiatrists working in their
own office or in an institution. For 96 (90%) participants, the last
time they mandated an IA was no longer than 6 months ago.
While mandating the IA, 49 (46%) participants were working
in some form of emergency service, whereas the others were
working in their regular shifts.

Characteristics of PES Leading to IA
Table 2 shows different characteristics of the PES leading to IA.
The great majority (72%) of the consultations tookmore than 1 h.
Most of the consultations took place in a medical environment,
followed by the patient‘s home, the police station and others.
Employees of the healthcare system initiated the consultation
in most cases, followed by the police, the next of kin and the
patients themselves. In about half of the consultations, the police
or a security service was involved. In 46%, this involvement was
initiated by the referring physicians. Only 3 participants were
either alone with the patient or did not answer the question
if other people were involved. The use of informal coercion
was reported in 54 (50%) cases. Amongst those who had used
informal coercion, 42 reported to have done so knowingly,
whereas 9 did so unknowingly, and 3 did not answer the question.
The use of formal coercion other than IA was less frequent with
27 (25%) reporting the use of some kind of formal coercion.

The Process of Decision-Making
When asked about the purpose of the IA, 92 of 106 participants
chose multiple options resulting in a total of 366 answers shown
in Table 3. “Protection from danger to self ” was chosen most
frequently (89% of the participants), followed by “solve the
current emergency situation” and “treatment of the psychiatric
disorder.” In about half of the PES, a patient’s next of kin
was actively involved in the process of decision-making. Thirty
participants (30%) had contact with the patient’s outpatient
therapist before, during or after the PES. Of those who did not,
43 (61%) stated that the patient had no outpatient therapist
or that she/he was not available, 6 (8%) were the outpatient
therapists themselves, and 22 (31%) had other reasons or did
not answer the question. Only 23 (21%) participants knew the
patient from a present or a past treatment, 5 (5%) did so for other
reasons, whereas, 79 (74%) did not know the patient prior to the
consultation.

Whether participants consulted with a colleague differed
significantly among the subgroups of referring physicians
[χ2

(4,n=105)
= 21.06, p < 0.001], as indicated in Table 4. Most of

the non-psychiatric residents consulted with a colleague. Those
who did not, felt that there was no need. Overall, about half of
each subgroup felt no need for such a consultation. Nevertheless,
almost 10% of both, psychiatrists and non-psychiatric senior
doctors reported that a consultation would have been helpful.
The use of a risk assessment tool was equally rare among all three
subgroups of referring physicians. However, the rating of the
potential helpfulness of such a tool differed among the subgroups
[χ2

(4,n=106)
= 16.49, p < 0.001]. Compared to psychiatrists, both,
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TABLE 1 | Participants’ socio-demographic data and professional background.

Characteristics n (%)a

GENDERb

Female 41 (39)

Male 65 (61)

AGE

<30 years 11 (10)

30–39 years 24 (22)

40–49 years 22 (21)

50–59 years 35 (33)

≥60 years 15 (14)

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCEc

0–2 years 9 (9)

3–5 years 17 (16)

6–10 years 8 (8)

11–20 years 24 (23)

>20 years 47 (45)

MAIN FIELD OF WORK

Outpatient psychiatric office 33 (31)

Psychiatric institution 11 (10)

General practitioner 12 (11)

Outpatient emergency doctor 11 (10)

Hospital–EU 15 (14)

Hospital–not EU 17 (16)

Other 8 (7)

MEDICAL SPECIALTY

Resident psychiatry 5 (5)

Senior doctor psychiatry 42 (39)

Resident internal medicine 21 (20)

Senior doctor internal medicine 29 (27)

Resident other specialty 5 (5)

Senior doctor other specialty 5 (5)

IAS WITHIN LAST 12 MONTHS

1 IA 15 (14)

2–5 IAs 47 (44)

6–10 IAs 29 (27)

>10 IAs 16 (15)

EU, emergency unit, IA, involuntary admission.
a107 participants, single choice.
b1 missing
c2 missing.

non-psychiatric residents and senior physicians reported more
frequently that the use of such a tool would have been helpful.

Most participants reported that clinical findings had
contributed strongly to the decision for an IA; followed by
third-party anamnesis. Other aspects contributed to a lesser
extent. Details are shown in Table 5.

DISCUSSION

In this study, we found that the group of physicians whomandate
IAs in the canton of Zurich is very heterogenous regarding the
physicians’ medical specialty, level of education and experience.
The consultations leading to IA took place in different locations

TABLE 2 | Characteristics of PES.

Characteristics n (%)

DURATION OF CONSULTATIONa

<15min 1 (1)

15–30min 5 (5)

31–60min 24 (22)

61–120min 54 (50)

>120min 23 (21)

LOCATION OF CONSULTATIONa

Patient’s home 27 (25)

Hospital–EU 24 (22)

Hospital–inpatient wards 13 (12)

Police station 11 (10)

Doctor’s office 10 (9)

Nursing home 6 (6)

Public space 4 (4)

Other locations 12 (11)

INITIATING PARTYb

Police 35 (33)

Patient’s next of kin / friends 32 (30)

Participant (physician) themself 28 (26)

Nurse 18 (17)

Patient themself 14 (13)

Treating physician 13 (12)

Others 22 (21)

INVOLVED PARTIESc

Police or security service 53 (50)

Patient’s next of kin / friends 50 (47)

Medical rescue service 31 (29)

Nurse 30 (28)

Other physicians 11 (10)

Caregiver sheltered housing 7 (7)

Others 17 (16)

USE OF INFORMAL COERCIONd

None 51 (49)

Persuasion 36 (34)

Negotiation 36 (34)

Pressure 12 (11)

Inducement 10 (10)

Threat 1 (1)

USE OF FORMAL COERCIONe

None 79 (75)

Physical restraint 13 (12)

Police escort 8 (8)

Coercive medication 3 (3)

Others 7 (7)

PES, psychiatric emergency situation, EU, emergency unit.
a107 participants, single choice.
b107 participants, 31 chose multiple options.
c107 participants, 56 chose multiple options and 3 chose none.
d105 participants, 30 chose multiple options.
e106 participants, 4 chose multiple options.

and various parties were involved. The decision to refer patients
against their will was mainly driven by clinical findings, third-
party anamnesis and a known psychiatric diagnosis and served
several purposes at the same time, with the protection from
danger to self being named most frequently.
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TABLE 3 | Features of the decision-making process.

Variables n (%)

PURPOSE OF IAa

Protection from danger to self 94 (89)

Solve current emergency situation 62 (58)

Treat psychiatric disorder 58 (55)

Protection from danger to others 50 (47)

Relief of social environment 33 (31)

Improve social/housing condition 26 (25)

Taking care of the patient 20 (19)

Resolve an unclear diagnosis 13 (12)

Compulsory drug treatment 4 (4)

Others 6 (6)

THERAPEUTIC ATTITUDESb

Supportive 55 (51)

Directive 53 (50)

Clarifying 52 (49)

Confronting 28 (26)

Validating 24 (22)

Other or don’t know 6 (6)

ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT NEXT OF KINc

Yes 54 (51)

No 51 (49)

CONTACT OUTPATIENT THERAPISTd

Yes 30 (30)

No 71 (70)

PRIOR KNOWLEDGE OF PATIENTe

Yes 28 (26)

No 79 (74)

IA, involuntary admission.
a106 participants, 92 chose multiple options.
b107 participants, 72 chose multiple options.
c105 participants, single choice.
d101 participants, single choice.
e107 participants, single choice.

The key medical specialists involved in IA were psychiatrists
and specialists for internal medicine. Less than 10% of
participants were otherwise specialized. The internists made up
for the biggest group of participants in our study, followed by
psychiatrists. Looking at professional experience, more than a
quarter of the participants were still residents, whereas almost
half of them had more than two decades of clinical experience.
The proportion of residents among psychiatric participants was
much smaller and the few psychiatric residents had much
more clinical experience (in years) compared to non-psychiatric
participants. Clinical routine experience with IA has been
discussed to elevate process quality, and the need for more
specific training in the field of IA has been mentioned (30, 32,
37). Our findings suggest that training for residents working in
internal medicine is likely to have a big impact on the process
quality of IA in the canton of Zurich. It is reassuring that in
this study a substantial part of participants has referred several
patients for IA within the last 12 months. This indicates that the

suggested trainingmight find repeated opportunities for practical
implementation in many cases.

We aimed at describing the PES leading to IA and found
that the consultations and conducts of IAs were time-consuming,
taking between 1 and 2 h in most cases. Furthermore, only
about a quarter of participants had known the patient before the
PES, and about half of the consultations took place in a non-
medical environment, such as the patient’s home or the police
station. Further research is needed to find whether referring
physicians can invest the time needed for IA in their clinical
routine, and to what extent cutbacks in the referring process are
made due to time-constraints. Prior knowledge of the patient
and their medical history could shorten the referring process and
has been suggested to elevate assessment quality and lengthen
time of hospitalization (30). However, as the majority of the
referring physicians do not know the patient from previous
contacts, it was discussed that training in the handling of PES
and availability of alternatives to IA should be emphasized (32).
Further research is needed to better define the influence of
prior knowledge and tools like psychiatric advance directives
with information about the patients‘ preferences in the case of a
relapse (44). Moreover, the location of the consultation may be of
relevance. For instance, it was found that patients were referred
for IA 3 times more often when they were assessed in a hospital
emergency department or police station compared with other
community locations (45), and that patients seen on a mobile
crisis unit were more likely to be detained than those seen in
the emergency service (29). As most studies in the field focus
on a single location, limited data on how the location affects
the decision to mandate IA is available. On one hand, it seems
plausible that the referring physician’s available options to solve
a current crisis and resources to implement alternatives to IA
differ according to the location of the consultation. On the other
hand, it could also be that patients with a high symptom-load are
more likely to be evaluated in certain locations and the named
differences are hence based on patient characteristics. Given the
frequency of out-of-hospital locations described in this study,
future research should aim to find out what role the location plays
in the process of IA. The prevalence of additional formal coercion
(besides the IA itself) and the usage of informal coercion during
the admission process have, to our knowledge, not been described
yet. The use of informal coercion, reported in about half of cases
in this study, is within the range of the prevalence in psychiatry
described in a systematic review (46). The use of any form of
formal coercion was reported in 25% of cases in this study. In the
canton of Zurich, 6–11% of all inpatients (regardless of admission
status) were found to be exposed to some form of coercion (20),
and, in a recent study, it was shown that 28% of involuntary
hospitalized patients experienced at least one coercive measure
during the course of hospitalization (47). In conclusion, we can
state that rates of coercive measures during both admission and
hospitalization are comparable in the canton of Zurich. Further
research has to show whether the same subgroup of patients is
target to these measures in both settings.

Examining the course of the PES and the process of decision-
making, we found several indications that the decision to
mandate an IA of a patient might be influenced by third parties.
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TABLE 4 | Consultation with a colleague and use of risk assessment tool.

Variables Psychiatrist OS senior OS resident Total Chi-square

n (%) sr n (%) sr n (%) sr n (%)

CONSULTATION WITH A COLLEAGUEa

Took place 14 (33) −1.2 12 (32) −1.2 22 (85) 2.9 48 (46) 15.82**

Would have been helpful 4 (10) 0.7 3 (8) 0.3 0 (0) −1.3 7 (7) 4.81

There was no need 24 (57) 0.9 22 (59) 1.0 4 (15) −2.4 50 (48) 11.36*

RISK ASSESSMENT TOOLb

Used 2 (5) 0.7 1 (3) 0.0 0 (0) −0.9 3 (3) 3.12

Would have been helpful 4 (9) −2.1 9 (24) −0.1 14 (54) 2.9 27 (25) 17.17**

There was no need 37 (86) 1.1 27 (73) 0.1 12 (46) −1.5 76 (72) 6.50

OS, other specialty; sr, standardized residual.
a105 participants, single choice.
b106 participants, single choice.
*p< 0.05; **p < 0.01.

TABLE 5 | Contribution of different aspects to the decision for IA.

Aspect Participantsa having chosen each category [n (%)]

Not Little Int.med. Strongly Not app.

Clinical findings 4 (4) 4 (4) 9 (8) 88 (83) 1 (1)

Third-party anamnesis 5 (5) 10 (9) 31 (29) 58 (54) 3 (3)

Known psychiatric diagnosis 6 (6) 16 (15) 38 (36) 37 (35) 8 (8)

Past admission(s) to psychiatric hospital 20 (19) 22 (21) 21 (20) 23 (22) 19 (18)

Past involuntary admission(s) 29 (28) 20 (19) 13 (13) 15 (15) 26 (25)

Intoxication (alcohol, drugs, medication) 29 (28) 9 (9) 12 (12) 25 (24) 29 (28)

Patient had no psychiatric outpatient treatment 29 (28) 18 (17) 11 (11) 9 (9) 37 (36)

Patient did not take prescribed medication 23 (22) 11 (11) 19 (18) 20 (19) 31 (30)

Int.med., intermediately; Not app., not applicable.
a107 participants, missing values of all variables are 4 (4%) or below.

Thus, about half of the participants actively involved a patient’s
next of kin in the decision-making process, whereas legally it is
only requested to inform them about the decision to mandate
an IA [Art. 430 Swiss Civil Code (39)]. Furthermore, most
participants had contact with the outpatient therapist given there
was one available and many consulted with a colleague. Also, the
third-party anamnesis contributed importantly to the decision to
admit the patient involuntarily. Therefore, even though a single
person signs responsible for the IA, it seems to be the result of
a process of integrating different views on the patient. Looking
closer, we found that all participating residents either consulted
with a colleague, probably their supervising physician, or felt that
there was no need. This finding might be interpreted as a sign
of good supervision and training, as none of the residents felt
a need for a consultation but did not have the opportunity to
do so. Nevertheless, almost a tenth of psychiatrists and senior
doctors would have found a consultation with a colleague helpful,
but for some reasons this was not possible. Our data do not give
information about the reasons that forbid a consultation in these
cases. Future studies should aim to evaluate if the availability of a
consultation with an expert (four-eyes principle) could lower the

course of a PES. The risk-assessment of danger to self or others
is a crucial part in any PES. Although the use of a structured risk
assessment tool was rare. This is in line with existing literature for
general practitioners (42). It has been proposed that experienced
physicians intuitively use similar criteria compared to such tools
when assessing the risk of violence (48). Accordingly, in our
study, most non-psychiatric residents, probably the group with
the least experience in PES, stated that a risk assessment tool
would have been helpful, whereas especially psychiatrists felt that
there was no need for such a tool.

Looking at the reasons for IA, we found that almost 90% of
referring physicians named protection from danger to self. This is
a high proportion, compared with existing literature (42, 45, 49–
51). A possible explanation might be that in Switzerland, IA is
legally only possible “if the required treatment or care cannot
be provided otherwise” [Art. 426 Swiss Civil Code (39)]. We
can thus assume that the referring physicians find sufficient
possibilities to provide treatment without IA for patients who are
not at risk of harming themselves. In addition, clinical findings
contributed strongest to the decision to mandate an IA, followed
by third party anamnesis. This is in line with previous studies that
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have described the severity of symptoms and certain diagnoses as
predictors for hospitalization (23, 49, 52). It is also in line with
the Swiss legislation, highlighting that the clinical examination
of the patient prior to an IA is obligatory and has to be
conducted by the referring physicians themselves [Art. 430 Swiss
Civil Code (39)]. The patient’s psychiatric history, especially
a known psychiatric diagnosis and, in a minority of cases,
also past hospitalizations (involuntary or voluntary), contributed
substantially to the decision to refer for IA. Hence on one
hand, a known psychiatric diagnosis or past hospitalization could
be reassuring (exert influence on..) for the referring physician,
In that sense, further research should aim to gain a better
understanding of the underlying grounds behind the findings
that past (voluntary and/or involuntary) hospitalizations are a
risk-factor for IA (53, 54). The contribution of an intoxication
to the decision to refer for IA shows an interesting bimodal
distribution, either contributing strongly or not at all. This could
indicate that in some cases the need for IA is certain and
regardless of a current intoxication, whereas in other cases only
the combination of symptoms of a disorder and the intoxication
leads to a condition demanding IA. One interpretation could
be, that the second group of patients, in which the intoxication
contributes strongly, is disallowed shortly after termination of the
intoxication-symptoms. Therefore, for this subgroup of patients,
another form of treatment might be more suitable than IA to
a psychiatric hospital (55). Furthermore, a weak medication
adherence contributed substantially to the decision to mandate
an IA in about a third of cases. Discontinuation of medication
has been described as a main reason to refer for IA in different
countries (41, 43, 50), and a Norwegian study found treatment
with neuroleptics to be the most frequently named expectation
of general practitioners who referred for IA (40). Nevertheless,
a meta-analysis showed that measures to enhance adherence did
not significantly reduce the number of IA (56). Further research
should focus on the perspective of patients who discontinued
their medication and the contrasting perceived importance of
medication in referring physicians.

Strengths and Limitations
In this study we systematically collected data on three important
aspects of IA: (1) the referring physician, (2) the consultations
leading to IA (participants, location, duration etc.), and (3) the
reasons for IA. Therefore, it gives—on a descriptive level—
a broader view than studies focusing on one of these aspects
(32, 38, 51). We were able to cover referrals from many different
clinics and various outpatient physicians in the canton of Zurich,
leading to a diverse collective of patients and referring agents.
However, as we did not interview other involved parties, the view
on the PES is limited to the referring physicians’ perspective.
Moreover, the referring physicians were invited to participate
on a voluntary basis what may have biased our sample of
participants. Still, comparing data on the referring physician’s
background in this study with data collected in another study
(38) conducted in the same hospital, we can assume that our

sample of participants contains no larger representation bias for
the different groups of referring physicians. Data were collected
only for one major university hospital in the canton of Zurich.
Therefore, comparability with other regions and their respective
health care structures might be limited. Due to the descriptive
nature of the study, it is difficult to draw concise conclusions.
Nevertheless, we think that the data can provide interesting
insights and give important impulses to further research in the
field.

CONCLUSIONS

We can conclude that PES leading to IA are very heterogenous
ranging from a consultative psychiatric examination on a well-
equipped emergency unit of a greater hospital to a physician
on his own visiting a patient in his home. Available treatment
options and measures to solve a current crisis as well as patients’
symptomology may vary a lot between different locations.
Considering that diversity, profound training in the handling
of PES seems to be indispensable to cope with the challenges
that may arise during the referring process. Our data shows that
especially training for residents in internal medicine could have
an impact on the process of IA. Furthermore, IA has been shown
to be a very time-consuming process. Further research should
investigate to what extent cutbacks in the referring process are
made due to time-constraints and how that affects the decision
for IA. To reduce rates of IA, alternatives for patients with a
high symptom load and especially for those at risk of harm to
themselves are needed. Most likely, no single measure will be
able to address the needs in the diverse scenarios outlined in this
study.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The dataset generated and analyzed for this study also contains
data that has not yet been analyzed and published. Therefore, the
dataset is not publicly available for now. For accessibility of data,
interested researchers are welcome to directly contact the authors
at a later time.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

SMa, MJ, and FH contributed conception and design of the
study along with development of the online questionnaire. SMa
acquired data, SMa and SMo performed statistical analysis and
SMa wrote draft of the manuscript in close collaboration with
FH. SMa, MJ, SMo, AT, ES, and FH contributed to manuscript
revision, read and approved the submitted version.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank our colleagues for the revision of the online
questionnaire as well as all participating institutions and
physicians for their contributions.

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 7 January 2019 | Volume 9 | Article 760

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Marty et al. Decision Making in Involuntary Admission

REFERENCES

1. Zinkler M, Priebe S. Detention of the mentally ill in Europe–a review. Acta

Psychiatr Scand. (2002) 106:3–8. doi: 10.1034/j.1600-0447.2002.02268.x

2. Riecher-Rossler A, Rossler W. Compulsory admission of psychiatric patients–

an international comparison. Acta Psychiatr Scand. (1993) 87:231–6.

doi: 10.1111/j.1600-0447.1993.tb03363.x

3. Lidz CW, Hoge SK, Gardner W, Bennett NS, Monahan J, Mulvey

EP, et al. Perceived coercion in mental hospital admission.

Pressures and process. Arch Gen Psychiatry (1995) 52:1034–9.

doi: 10.1001/archpsyc.1995.03950240052010

4. Jaeger S, Pfiffner C, Weiser P, Langle G, Croissant D, Schepp W, et al.

Long-term effects of involuntary hospitalization on medication adherence,

treatment engagement and perception of coercion. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr

Epidemiol. (2013) 48:1787–96. doi: 10.1007/s00127-013-0687-x

5. Kallert TW, Glockner M, Schutzwohl M. Involuntary vs. voluntary

hospital admission. A systematic literature review on outcome

diversity. Eur Arch Psychiatry Clin Neurosci. (2008) 258:195–209.

doi: 10.1007/s00406-007-0777-4

6. Bergk J, Flammer E, Steinert T. “Coercion Experience Scale” (CES)–validation

of a questionnaire on coercive measures. BMC Psychiatry (2010) 10:5.

doi: 10.1186/1471-244X-10-5

7. Theodoridou A, Schlatter F, Ajdacic V, Rossler W, Jager M. Therapeutic

relationship in the context of perceived coercion in a psychiatric population.

Psychiatry Res. (2012) 200:939–44. doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2012.04.012

8. Priebe S, Katsakou C, Amos T, Leese M, Morriss R, Rose D, et al. Patients’

views and readmissions 1 year after involuntary hospitalisation. Br J Psychiatry

(2009) 194:49–54. doi: 10.1192/bjp.bp.108.052266

9. Priebe S, Katsakou C, Glockner M, Dembinskas A, Fiorillo A, Karastergiou A,

et al. Patients’ views of involuntary hospital admission after 1 and 3 months:

prospective study in 11 European countries. Br J Psychiatry (2010) 196:179–85.

doi: 10.1192/bjp.bp.109.068916

10. GardnerW, Lidz CW, Hoge SK, Monahan J, Eisenberg MM, Bennett NS, et al.

Patients’ revisions of their beliefs about the need for hospitalization. Am J

Psychiatry (1999) 156:1385–91.

11. Conolly J. The Treatment of the Insane Without Mechanical Restraints.

London: Smith Elder & co (1856). Available online at: https://archive.org/

details/treatmentofinsan00cono

12. Welsh S, Deahl MP. Modern psychiatric ethics. Lancet (2002) 359:253–5.

doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(02)07452-4

13. Lepping P, Steinert T, Gebhardt RP, Rottgers HR. Attitudes of mental health

professionals and lay-people towards involuntary admission and treatment

in England and Germany–a questionnaire analysis. Eur Psychiatry (2004)

19:91–5. doi: 10.1016/j.eurpsy.2003.11.001

14. Diseth RR, Bogwald KP, Hoglend PA. Attitudes among stakeholders towards

compulsory mental health care in Norway. Int J Law Psychiatry (2011) 34:1–6.

doi: 10.1016/j.ijlp.2010.11.001

15. Katsakou C, Priebe S. Outcomes of involuntary hospital

admission–a review. Acta Psychiatr Scand. (2006) 114:232–41.

doi: 10.1111/j.1600-0447.2006.00823.x

16. Priebe S, Katsakou C, Yeeles K, Amos T, Morriss R, Wang D, et al. Predictors

of clinical and social outcomes following involuntary hospital admission: a

prospective observational study. Eur Arch Psychiatry Clin Neurosci. (2011)

261:377–86. doi: 10.1007/s00406-010-0179-x

17. Salize HJ, Dressing H. Epidemiology of involuntary placement of mentally

ill people across the European Union. Br J Psychiatry (2004) 184:163–8.

doi: 10.1192/bjp.184.2.163

18. Roth LH. Four studies of mental health commitment. Am J Psychiatry (1989)

146:135–7.

19. Weich S, McBride O, Twigg L, Duncan C, Keown P, Crepaz-Keay D,

et al. Variation in compulsory psychiatric inpatient admission in England:

a cross-classified, multilevel analysis. Lancet Psychiatry (2017) 4:619–26.

doi: 10.1016/S2215-0366(17)30207-9

20. Lay B, Nordt C, RosslerW. Variation in use of coercivemeasures in psychiatric

hospitals. Eur Psychiatry (2011) 26:244–51. doi: 10.1016/j.eurpsy.2010.11.007

21. Dressing H, Salize HJ. Compulsory admission of mentally ill patients

in European union member states. Psychiatr Prax. (2004) 31:34–9.

doi: 10.1007/s00127-004-0814-9

22. Steinert T, Lepping P, Bernhardsgrutter R, Conca A, Hatling T, Janssen W,

et al. Incidence of seclusion and restraint in psychiatric hospitals: a literature

review and survey of international trends. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol.

(2010) 45:889–97. doi: 10.1007/s00127-009-0132-3

23. Unick GJ, Kessell E, Woodard EK, Leary M, Dilley JW, Shumway

M. Factors affecting psychiatric inpatient hospitalization from a

psychiatric emergency service. Gen Hosp Psychiatry (2011) 33:618–25.

doi: 10.1016/j.genhosppsych.2011.06.004

24. Raboch J, Kalisova L, Nawka A, Kitzlerova E, Onchev G, Karastergiou

A, et al. Use of coercive measures during involuntary hospitalization:

findings from ten European countries. Psychiatr Serv. (2010) 61:1012–7.

doi: 10.1176/ps.2010.61.10.1012

25. Fiorillo A, De Rosa C, Del Vecchio V, Jurjanz L, Schnall K, Onchev G,

et al. How to improve clinical practice on involuntary hospital admissions of

psychiatric patients: suggestions from the EUNOMIA study. Eur Psychiatry

(2011) 26:201–7. doi: 10.1016/j.eurpsy.2010.01.013

26. Israelsson M, Nordlof K, Gerdner A. European laws on compulsory

commitment to care of persons suffering from substance use disorders

or misuse problems- a comparative review from a human and

civil rights perspective. Subst Abuse Treat Prev Policy (2015) 10:34.

doi: 10.1186/s13011-015-0029-y

27. Fistein EC, Clare IC, Redley M, Holland AJ. Tensions between policy

and practice: a qualitative analysis of decisions regarding compulsory

admission to psychiatric hospital. Int J Law Psychiatry (2016) 46:50–7.

doi: 10.1016/j.ijlp.2016.02.029

28. Feiring E, Ugstad KN. Interpretations of legal criteria for involuntary

psychiatric admission: a qualitative analysis. BMC Health Serv Res. (2014)

14:500. doi: 10.1186/s12913-014-0500-x

29. Engleman NB, Jobes DA, Berman AL, Langbein LI. Clinicians’ decision

making about involuntary commitment. Psychiatr Serv. (1998) 49:941–5.

doi: 10.1176/ps.49.7.941

30. Fuglseth NL, Gjestad R, Mellesdal L, Hunskaar S, Oedegaard KJ, Johansen

IH. Factors associated with disallowance of compulsory mental healthcare

referrals. Acta Psychiatr Scand. (2016) 133:410–8. doi: 10.1111/acps.

12545

31. Johansen IH, Mellesdal L, Jorgensen HA, Hunskaar S. Admissions to

a Norwegian emergency psychiatric ward: patient characteristics and

referring agents. A prospective study. Nord J Psychiatry (2012) 66:40–8.

doi: 10.3109/08039488.2011.598554

32. Hotzy F, Kieber-Ospelt I, Schneeberger AR, Jaeger M, Olbrich S. Length of

involuntary hospitalization related to the referring physician’s psychiatric

emergency experience. Adm Policy Ment Health (2018) 45:254–64.

doi: 10.1007/s10488-017-0819-9

33. Rotvold K, Wynn R. Involuntary psychiatric admission: characteristics of the

referring doctors and the doctors’ experiences of being pressured. Nord J

Psychiatry (2015) 69:373–9. doi: 10.3109/08039488.2014.987165

34. Jepsen B, Lomborg K, Engberg M. GPs and involuntary

admission: a qualitative study. Br J Gen Pract. (2010) 60:604–6.

doi: 10.3399/bjgp10X515115

35. Cutler D, Smith M, Wand T, Green T, Dinh M, Gribble R. Involuntary

admissions under the Mental Health Act 2007 (New South Wales):

a comparison of patients detained by ambulance officers, medical

practitioners and accredited persons in an emergency department.

Emerg Med Australas. (2013) 25:544–9. doi: 10.1111/1742-6723.

12138

36. Brayley J, Alston A, Rogers K. Legal criteria for involuntary mental health

admission: clinician performance in recording grounds for decision. Med J

Aust. (2015) 203:334. doi: 10.5694/mja15.00407

37. Jager M, Ospelt I, Kawohl W, Theodoridou A, Rossler W, Hoff P. Quality of

involuntary hospital administration in Switzerland. Praxis (2014) 103:631–9.

doi: 10.1024/1661-8157/a001670

38. Kieber-Ospelt I, Theodoridou A, Hoff P, Kawohl W, Seifritz E, Jaeger M.

Quality criteria of involuntary psychiatric admissions - before and after the

revision of the civil code in Switzerland. BMC Psychiatry (2016) 16:291.

doi: 10.1186/s12888-016-0998-z

39. Federal Assembly of the Swiss Confederation. Swiss Civil Code. Bern (1907).

Available online at: https://www.admin.ch/opc/en/classified-compilation/

19070042/201801010000/210.pdf

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 8 January 2019 | Volume 9 | Article 760

https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0447.2002.02268.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.1993.tb03363.x
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.1995.03950240052010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-013-0687-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-007-0777-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-10-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.108.052266
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.109.068916
https://archive.org/details/treatmentofinsan00cono
https://archive.org/details/treatmentofinsan00cono
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(02)07452-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2003.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2010.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.2006.00823.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-010-0179-x
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.184.2.163
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(17)30207-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2010.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-004-0814-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-009-0132-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.genhosppsych.2011.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1176/ps.2010.61.10.1012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2010.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13011-015-0029-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2016.02.029
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-014-0500-x
https://doi.org/10.1176/ps.49.7.941
https://doi.org/10.1111/acps.12545
https://doi.org/10.3109/08039488.2011.598554
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-017-0819-9
https://doi.org/10.3109/08039488.2014.987165
https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgp10X515115
https://doi.org/10.1111/1742-6723.12138
https://doi.org/10.5694/mja15.00407
https://doi.org/10.1024/1661-8157/a001670
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-016-0998-z
https://www.admin.ch/opc/en/classified-compilation/19070042/201801010000/210.pdf
https://www.admin.ch/opc/en/classified-compilation/19070042/201801010000/210.pdf
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Marty et al. Decision Making in Involuntary Admission

40. Rotvold K, Wynn R. Involuntary psychiatric admission: how the

patients are detected and the general practitioners’ expectations for

hospitalization. An interview-based study. Int J Ment Health Syst. (2016)

10:20. doi: 10.1186/s13033-016-0048-8

41. Stylianidis S, Peppou LE, Drakonakis N, Douzenis A, Panagou A, Tsikou

K, et al. Mental health care in Athens: are compulsory admissions

in Greece a one-way road? Int J Law Psychiatry (2017) 52:28–34.

doi: 10.1016/j.ijlp.2017.04.001

42. Rotvold K, Wynn R. Involuntary psychiatric admission: the referring

general practitioners’ assessment of patients’ dangerousness and need

for psychiatric hospital treatment. Nord J Psychiatry (2015) 69:637–42.

doi: 10.3109/08039488.2015.1046915

43. Abas M, Vanderpyl J, Le Prou T, Kydd R, Emery B, Foliaki SA. Psychiatric

hospitalization: reasons for admission and alternatives to admission in

South Auckland, New Zealand. Aust N Z J Psychiatry (2003) 37:620–5.

doi: 10.1046/j.1440-1614.2003.01229.x

44. Swanson JW, Swartz MS, Elbogen EB, Van Dorn RA, Wagner

HR, Moser LA, et al. Psychiatric advance directives and reduction

of coercive crisis interventions. J Ment Health (2008) 17:255–67.

doi: 10.1080/09638230802052195

45. McGarvey EL, Leon-Verdin M,Wanchek TN, Bonnie RJ. Decisions to initiate

involuntary commitment: the role of intensive community services and other

factors. Psychiatr Serv. (2013) 64:120–6. doi: 10.1176/appi.ps.000692012

46. Hotzy F, Jaeger M. Clinical relevance of informal coercion in

psychiatric treatment-a systematic review. Front Psychiatry (2016) 7:197.

doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2016.00197

47. Hotzy F, Moetteli S, Theodoridou A, Schneeberger AR, Seifritz E, Hoff P, et al.

Clinical course and prevalence of coercive measures: an observational study

among involuntarily hospitalised psychiatric patients. Swiss MedWkly. (2018)

148:w14616. doi: 10.4414/smw.2018.14616

48. Magin P, Adams J, Joy E, Ireland M, Heaney S, Darab S. General practitioners’

assessment of risk of violence in their practice: results from a qualitative

study. J Eval Clin Pract. (2008) 14:385–90. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2753.2007.

00874.x

49. Curley A, Agada E, Emechebe A, Anamdi C, Ng XT, Duffy R, et al.

Exploring and explaining involuntary care: the relationship between

psychiatric admission status, gender and other demographic and clinical

variables. Int J Law Psychiatry (2016) 47:53–9. doi: 10.1016/j.ijlp.2016.

02.034

50. Balducci PM, Bernardini F, Pauselli L, Tortorella A, Compton MT. Correlates

of involuntary admission: findings from an Italian inpatient psychiatric unit.

Psychiatr Danub. (2017) 29:490–6. doi: 10.24869/psyd.2017.490

51. Malla A. Investigation of the criteria for involuntary admission to a general

hospital. Cmaj (1988) 139:749–52.

52. Hoffmann K, Haussleiter IS, Illes F, Jendreyschak J, Diehl A, Emons B, et al.

Preventing involuntary admissions: special needs for distinct patient groups.

Ann Gen Psychiatry (2017) 16:3. doi: 10.1186/s12991-016-0125-z

53. Montemagni C, Bada A, Castagna F, Frieri T, Rocca G, Scalese M, et al.

Predictors of compulsory admission in schizophrenia-spectrum patients:

excitement, insight, emotion perception. Prog Neuropsychopharmacol Biol

Psychiatry (2011) 35:137–45. doi: 10.1016/j.pnpbp.2010.10.005

54. van der Post LF, Peen J, Visch I, Mulder CL, Beekman AT, Dekker JJ.

Patient perspectives and the risk of compulsory admission: the Amsterdam

study of acute psychiatry V. Int J Soc Psychiatry (2014) 60:125–33.

doi: 10.1177/0020764012470234

55. Jones GN, Musso MW, Dodge V, Adams J, Lillich P, Woodward CJ.

The role of alcohol intoxication in psychiatrists’ recension of emergency

physicians’ involuntary admissions. Am J Emerg Med. (2016) 34:2226–7.

doi: 10.1016/j.ajem.2016.08.004

56. de Jong MH, Kamperman AM, Oorschot M, Priebe S, Bramer W, van de

Sande R, et al. Interventions to reduce compulsory psychiatric admissions:

a systematic review and meta-analysis. JAMA Psychiatry (2016) 73:657–64.

doi: 10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2016.0501

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was

conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could

be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

The handling Editor declared a past collaboration with several of the authors MJ,

ES, and FH.

Copyright © 2019 Marty, Jaeger, Moetteli, Theodoridou, Seifritz and Hotzy. This

is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons

Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums

is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited

and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted

academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not

comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 9 January 2019 | Volume 9 | Article 760

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13033-016-0048-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.3109/08039488.2015.1046915
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1440-1614.2003.01229.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638230802052195
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.000692012
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2016.00197
https://doi.org/10.4414/smw.2018.14616
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2753.2007.00874.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2016.02.034
https://doi.org/10.24869/psyd.2017.490
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12991-016-0125-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pnpbp.2010.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764012470234
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajem.2016.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2016.0501
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles

	Characteristics of Psychiatric Emergency Situations and the Decision-Making Process Leading to Involuntary Admission
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Sample
	Questionnaire
	Subgroups
	Statistical Analysis
	Ethics

	Results
	Participants
	Characteristics of PES Leading to IA
	The Process of Decision-Making

	Discussion
	Strengths and Limitations

	Conclusions
	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	References


